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CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION
IN EUROPE '

TUESDAY, MAY 6, 1975

Housk or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
PoriTicaL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS,
' Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:07 a.m. in room 2255, Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. Dante B. Fascell (chairman of the sub-
committee) presiding.

Mr. FascerL. The subcommittee will come to order.

In July 1973 the Foreign Ministers of 33 European countries and
the United States opened the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe (CSCE), in Helsinki. Since then the participants have made
slow but steady progress on a broad range of security, political,
economic and other issues of mutual concern. ‘

As the conference reaches what appears to be a conclusive stage
interest in its eventual outcome has mounted both in Congress and
throughout the Nation.°Special concern has been expressed over the
implications the Conference may have for such issues as human rights
in Eastern Europe, the division of Germany, U.S. force levels in Eu-
rope, and the future of the Baltic nations of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania.

To discuss with us these and other issues we are pleased to welcome
to the International Political and Military Affairs Subcommittee,
Hon. Arthur A. Hartman, Assistant Secretary of State for European
Affairs. Mr. Hartman is accompanied by Mr. Robert Frowick,
Chief of the Political Section, Office of NATO and European Regional
Political Military Affairs, and Mr. Harold Russell, Assistant Legal
Adviser, Department of State.

Mr. Hartman, the floor is yours.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR A. HARTMAN, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF STATE FOR EUROPEAN AFFAIRS

Arthur A. Hartman of New Jerscy, before becoming Assistant Secrctary of
State for Buropean Affairs served as Deputy Chief of Mission and Minister
Counselor, U.S. Mission to the European Communities in Brussels since 1972.
From 1967 to 1972 he served in the Department of State as Special Assistant to the
Under Secretary of State and Staff Director of the Senior Inter-Departmental
Group (1967-69) and from 1969-72 as Deputy Director for Coordination.

(1)
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He was born on March 12, 1926, in New York, N.Y. Mr. Hartman received his
A.B. degree from Harvard University in 1944 and attended Harvard Law School
during 1947-48. He served in the U.S. Army from 1944 to 1946. He entered
Government service in 1948 and was assigned as Economic Officer, Economic
Cooperation Administration, Paris. In 1952 he was Economic Officer, U.S.
Delegation to European Army Conference, Paris, and in 1954 he was a Politico-
II\’/Iilitary Officer, U.S. Mission to NATO in the European Regional Organization,

aris.

From 1956 to- 1958 he was-Economic Officer: in-8aigon: From 1958 to 1961
Mr." Hartmah *was “sh International -Affair$” Officer, Economic’ Organization
Affairs Section, Bureau of Européan Affdirs, Dufing 1961-62 he was Staff Assistant
to the Under Secretary of State for Ticonomic Affairs, and during 1962-63 Special
Assistant to the Under Secretary of State. From 1963 to 1967 he was Chief of
the Economic Section in London. Mr. Hartman received the Presidential Manage-
ment Improvement Award jn 1970 and the Distinguished Honor Award in 1971.

Mr. HarTman. Thank you very much.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read a short
statement which would  put ‘into the record where things stand.

The substantive phase of negotiations in the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe+——the so-called stage IT of this Confer-
ence—has entered the final weeks of bargaining. Differences remain
on some particularly sensitive questions relating to limited military
security proposals—or ‘confidence-building measures”’—and the
freer movement of people, ideas, and information. However, with a
sufficient display of flexibility by all of the 85 participant states in
this Conference, it may be possible to conclude the Geneva negotia-
tions by late spring or summer. The way will then be open for con-
vening- the stage 111 final meeting of CSCE in Helsinki, depending on
negotiating results at Geneva, though we and our allies have made
no final commitments. to conclude this conference at the summit
level. .

= CSCE IN PERSPECTIVE

CSCE should be seen in perspective as but onc aspect of our
continuing efforts to move from confrontation to negotiation in
strengthening East-West relations in Europe. The Soviet Union
first proposed a European security conference in 1954 and periodically
reiterated the proposal over subsequent years, but the Western and
neutral nations showed little enthusiasm for it. It appeared that
Moscow’s principal objective ‘was to exploit such an event as a
quasi-peace conference to produce a surrogate World War II peace
treaty. In 1969, however, as nations of both East and West began to
take increased bilateral initiatives toward détente, a renewed Warsaw
Pact appeal for a European security conference elicited a cautiously
positive reaction by the NATO allies, who took the position that
such a conference might serve a useful purpose after concrete progress
had been achieved on the most sensitive aspect of East-West con-
frontation; namely, Berlin.

_ THE BERLIN PRECONDITION

We and our allies specified in successive NATO documents, begin-
ning in late 1969, that conclusion of a new Four Power agreement
on Berlin, aimed at effecting practical improvements in relations
between the people on both sides of the wall and between Bonn and
West Berlin, could lead to allied willingness to participate in a
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Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. The Berlin
accord, signed September 3, 1971, took effect in June 1972. The
CSCE multilateral preparatory talks thereupon opened at Helsinki
the following November, and it is noteworthy that Warsaw Pact
countries agreed to commence exploratory talks on mutual and
balanced-force reductions (MBFR) at Vienna shortly thereafter in
January 1973. ' e ' ,
WESTERN PRIORITIES

At CSCE, the emphasis of-the Western and neutral participant
states has been on improving, not freezing, the status quo in Europe.
TFor our part, weé have approached this Conference on the premise that
if détente is to endure, all sides must benefit. At the same time, we
have sought to guarantee that in our efforts to build a new relationship
with the Soviet Union, there would be no devaluation of our traditional
alliance relationships. We have sought to encourage realism by all
participants with respect to what can and cannot be achieved in
chdanging human conditions in the East. And finally, we have empha-
sized that the emergence of more normal relations with the Soviet
Union must not undermine our resolve to maintain our national
defense.

STATUS OF CSCE RESULTS

Conference participants view the emerging CSCE documents as
statements of political resolve or declarations of intent, not agreements
legally binding upon governments. The Conference will not produce a
treaty. Rather, its final documents will resemble the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights or the U.N. Friendly Relations Declaration,
neither of which required the advice and consent of the Senate. Any
more formal treatment would, indeed, be criticized by other Western
participants as inconsistent with their understanding of the nature of
this Conference and would play into the hands of those who havesought
to portray the results of this Conference as tantamount to a World
War II peace treaty. We remain loyal to the letter and spirit of the
Potsdam agreement of 1945, which states explicitly that the political
and territorial problems affecting Germany since World War 1T must
be resolved in a formal peace treaty.

While we do not anticipate that CSCE will produce any legally
binding texts, it is clear that they will be seen as having important
political commitments behind them, since they will be signed by high-
level representatives of 35 nations.

THE CSCE AGENDA

The CSCE agenda includes four major items, known as “baskets,”
concerning respectively: Political and security questions; economic,
scientific, and technological cooperation; cooperation in strengthening
human contacts, the exchange of information, and cultural and educa-
tional relations; and post-CECE followup arrangements.

BASKET 1

Under the first agenda item, Conference negotiators are working on a
declaration of 10 principles of interstate relations. Nine of those
principles are now provisionally registered.
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Sovereign equality; that is, respect for the. rights inherent in
sovereignty; _

Refraining from the threat or use of force;

Inviolabihty of frontiers;

Territorial integrity of states;

Peaceful settlement of disputes;

Nonintervention in internal affairs;

Respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the
freedom of thought, conscience, religion, or belief;

Equal rights and self-determination of peoples; and

Cooperation among states.

The 10th principle deals with fulfillment of obligations.

The Soviets have been especially anxious to gain Western acecep-
tance of an unambiguious principle on inviolability of frontiers. Western
participants have made clear, however, that their agreement to this

recept would in no sense constitute formal recognition of existing

uropean frontiers or imply that present borders are immutable.
And the Federal Republic of Germany, with the support of its NATO
allies, has insisted on a reference to the possibility of ‘‘peaceful border
changes.” The United States has taken an active role in negotiation
of this key text on peaceful change. ‘

We and our allies also attach special importance to the principles
concerned with respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms,
peaceful settlement of disputes, self-determination and noninterven-
tion in others affairs. o

With respect to human rights, we and our allies are working to
insure that the CSCE results will supplement and add to, and not
attenuate in any way, existing internationally accepted documents
in this field. The seventh principle, dealing with human rights, is
the longest and most detailed principle and is a remarkably strong
reaffirmation of human rights considering the character of the partici-
pating states and the circumstances under which the principle was
negotiated. It states specifically that the CSCE participants will
act in conformity with the U.N. Charter and the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights rather than simply respect them as a state-
ment of goals. This principle is further supplemented and given
practical effect by various texts under agenda item 3. '

“We have been aware that a great many American citizens of
Estonian, Lithuanian, and Latvian ethnic backgrounds have expressed
concern that somehow CSCE results might represent a reversal of
the long-standing U.S. policy of nonrecognition of the 1940 incorpora-
tion of the Baltic states in the U.S.S.R. We have repeatedly indicated
in official correspondence with members of both Houses of Congress
in recent weeks that the CSCE results will in no way alter the existing
U.S. position on the Baltic question. :

Under agenda item 1, CSCE participants have also discussed some
limited military security measures designed to strengthen mutual

‘trust and confidence. While differences continue to separate East and

West in this area, there are signs of flexibility that hopefully will
make it possible to reach agreement on two modest but significant
“‘confidence-building measures’’: prior notification of military maneu-
vers, and exchange of observers at those maneuvers. An agreed text
has already been registered on the latter topic.
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BASKET 2

Under agenda item 2, the Geneva talks have made progress on
a series of draft declarations or resolutions concerned with economic,
scientific and technological, and environmental cooperation. If the
CSCE understandings on these topics are implemented, they should
help broaden East-West industrial cooperation, reduce barriers to
trade, and increase scientific exchanges and cooperation on the envir-
onment. The U.S. delegation at the CSCE has sponsored a proposal
on arbitration of East-West commercial disputes and has cosponsored
proposals for expansion of business contacts and enhanced scientific
and technological cooperation. :

BASKET 38

The third agenda item—the well-known ‘“basket 3”’ of the Con-
ference—deals with increased human contacts, flow of information,
and cooperation in cultural and educational contacts. This item
was included on the CSCE agenda only as a result of energetic efforts
by the United States, our allies, and the neutral states. Here we
are negotiating especially sensitive issues for both East and West,
partly because the subject deals with ‘‘ideological coexistence,”
which has always been an anathema to Moscow. At Geneva, pro-
visional agreement has already been reached on numerous key texts
relating, for example, to family reunification, family visits, marriages
between nationals of different states, tourism, access to information,
and stepped-up cultural and educational cooperation. Difficult
negotiations continue on texts designed to provide greater oppor-
tunities for travel, improved working conditions for journalists, and
some other issues.

BASKET 4

Under the fourth agenda item, the CSCE negotiations will consider -
“followup’” arrangements. The debate here has turned upon whether
these activities should be institutionalized or essentially ad hoc.
The Warsaw Pact countries continue to support a Czechoslovakian
proposal for creation of a “consultative committee’” with a permanent
secretariat to carry forward the East-West dialog on all 1ssues under
discussion at CSCE meetings as well as prepare further high-level
conferences. On behalf of the European Community, Denmark has
tabled a proposal, endorsed by the United States, calling for a post-
CSCE probationary period until 1977 when a meeting of senior
officials would review implementation of all CSCE decisions and
consider whether additional followup activities would serve a useful
%)urposc. Meanwhile, neutral states have begun informally to put
orward suggestions for a compromise. In general, negotiations on
followup have not progressed very far since the Allies have insisted
that they begin in earnest only after the final results of the stage I1
negotiations begin to come more clearly into view.

POSSIBILITY OF SUMMIT-LEVEL CONCLUSION

Our allies believe that if the final results of the Geneva negotiations
prove satisfactory, a summit-level conclusion would be justified.

53-963—75
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We have taken much the same view and believe it would be unwise
for the United States to decline to participate at the same level as
our Western European partners. In fact, participation at some lower
level might be seen as implying that we are losing interest in European
affairs when we should now be emphasizing the contrary.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize one further point: That
this is a conference of 35 states and participating entities, including
Monaco, I believe, and the Vatican, and the 6‘onference operates
on the basis of consensus; that is, all decisions of the Conference must
be agreed by all members participating, all 35 states. This makes
decisions extraordinarily difficult and, I think, accounts for the
fact that we have been working 2 years to develop the texts which
are only now beginning to reach final form.

Mr. Fascerr. Thank you, Mr. Hartman. How large is our delegation?

Mr. Harrman. I believe it is between 10 and 14 members. The
delegation is headed by our Ambassador to Czechoslovakia who
comes down to Geneva, stays there during the sessions and- then
goes back to his post during the times when the Conference is in
recess. I have been in meetings at Geneva and discussed the issues
at the Conference as well as at NATO ministerial meetings.

Mr. FasceLr. Does the rest of the delegation stay in Geneva?

Mr. Hartman. Yes. - ‘

Mr. FasceLL. And they have been there 10 years? '

Mr. Hartman. No, they have been there for 2 years, some of them
on temporary assignment. Mr. Russell goes over as our lawyer, and
the lawyers sort of switch off and on.

Mr. Fasceun. Mr. Rosenthal.

Mr. RosEnTHAL. Pursuing the chairman’s question, are we the only
delegation that does not have a permanent head?

IVFr. Hartman. No. Actually he is permanent in that he is there
when the Conference is in session. In other words, that is his first prior-
ity even over being at his post in Czechoslovakia.

Mr. RosentEAL. What is the name of our Ambassador to Czecho-
slovakia?

Mr. Hartman. Bud Sherer.

Mr. RosEnTHAL. Prior to Mr. Sherer; who headed the delegation?

Mr. Hartman. Gene Boster.

Mzr. RosentHAL. Did Mr. Boster stay there all the time when he
headed the delegation? '

Mr. HarrMan. He stayed there all the time, yes. ‘

Mr. RosenTHAL. After Mr. Boster left and Mr. Sherer came on,
was there a change in the way the matter was handled?

Mr. HarTvmaN. Yes, but as Ambassador Sherer was senior and more
experienced, we wanted him to take on this mission.

Mr. RosENTHAL. At the time that Mr. Boster was there, I recall ours
was the only delegation that didn’t have a person at the ambassa-
dorial level. - ‘ )

Mr. Hartman. That is one of the reasons we made a change—to
have an ambassadorial representative. Some of the other delegations
have their people commuting from capitals which is quite easy for
them to do. ' i

Mr. RosExTtHAL. I recall the Soviets had two ambassadors.

Mr. HartmaN. They had.three at, one point, including a Deputy
Minister. ' B
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Mr. RoseNTHAL. Yes. The point I am getting at is that we have
downplayed this Conference in the last few years and suddenly we are
discovering it is more high powered than we thought. If in fact the
Conference culminates in a summit meeting, it is going to be seen by
people around the world as a very important event.

Mr. Harrvman. Well, it is perfectly true that we have downplayed
the meetings themselves; in fact, the running of the Conference has
been largely in the hands of the Europeans who have been more
anxious to have this kind of Conference dialog with the eastern coun-
tries and the Soviet Union. I think there has been a feeling on the part
of many of the Western European states that as the détente process
developed and as the United States and the Soviet Union had their
own bilateral discussions and dialog, that somehow or other Europe
was being left out. Therefore they were anxious themselves to have
some process in which they would participate and in which they would
be able to deal with some of the concerns that they had.

They agreed with us—and we have had a very strong NATO posi-
tion—that the Conference should not go forward until certain prior
conditions have been met. The most important of those prior condi-
tions was that the situation in Berlin had to be clarified and made
more stable so that people could genuinely begin to think about talking
of longer range relationships in Europe. Agreement was needed to
resolve this central issue while leaving for later settlement any ques-
tion of the permanent status of Berlin and Germany. '

The agreement on Berlin that was produced among the Four
Powers we considered to be a satisfactory one. That condition having
been met, we agreed with the European states to go ahead and have
this Conference, and we also agreed with them that it had to be a
balanced Conference; that is, it could not just deal with the issues
that were of most importance to the Soviet Union and the Eastern
European countries. Therefore, we insisted, with good Western Euro-
pean support, that the Conference also deal with human rights issues
on which there was much concern among our populations and in
Western Europe. We were joined in this by most of the neutral
countries in Europe. :

One of the interesting things to me has been that the neutrals
have been working very closely with the allied and NATO delegations
in this conference.

Mr. RosenTHAL. Pursuing that, has there been any independent
spirit shown by any of the Eastern bloc countries at the Conference?

Mr. Harrman. It is difficult to assert what is independent spirit
and what just might be an agreed tactic that one country put forward
a proposal as against another country. It is perfectly true that in
our bilateral conversations we have noticed differences in positions
among the eastern countries. We have also noticed that they attach
importance to such things as the confidence-building measures for
their own reasons, not necessarily because they belong to the Warsaw
Pact but because they are very anxious to build up a system of mili-
tary relationships which gives some assurance that surprise events
will not disturb relationships. I think it is true to say that on some of
the proposals we have noticed differences of view among the Warsaw
Pact states.
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Mr. RosenthaL. Wouldn’t Romania like to see the Conference
take a position on the inviolability of borders? ‘

Mr. Hartman. That is correct. .

Mr. RosEnTHAL. I am curious, Mr. Hartman, whether there is an
inconsistency between the last paragraph in your statement where
you urge the United States to participate in the Conference at the
summit level and the end of the first paragraph wheére you say that
“we and our Allies have made no final commitments to conclude this
Conference at the summit.”

Mr. HarrvaN. Yes; that is true.

Mr. RosentrAL. What is the situation?

" Mr. Hartvan. It is true we have made no commitment. All of the
Allies have taken the position that until they know the results of
stage II and until those results are deemed to be satisfactory, they
do not wish to make a commitment to go with the summit.

In fact, there have been a number of conversations by senior
European statesmen with Soviet Government ministers and officials
in which semicommitments have been made. They have all been
conditioned. People have said, we will not go to the summit unless
the results of the Conference are satisfactory; but an expectation has
been built up that when a result is achieved, if you accept it, it will
by definition be satisfactory and therefore there will be no inhibition
on going to the summit. ‘

' Mr‘5 RosentrAL. Has the United States made the same commit-
ment?

Mr. Harrman. It has not made a specific commitment but it has
said the same things in terms of a satisfactory result.

Mr. RoseEnTHAL. In other words, if the United States finds the
result satisfactory, President Ford will go to the summit meeting in
Helsinki?

Mr. Hartman. That is right.

The other important thing to recall is that this is a conference in
which our European partners have taken the lead. We would, I think,
be very mistaken not to follow them also in the culminating stages of
this Conference. If they had their senior leaders going to this meeting
and making statements there, it would be a mistake if the President
did not go.

Mr. RosEnTHAL. Does Mr. Brezhnev want President Ford to come
to this meeting. .

Mr. Hartman. T am sure he does.

Mr. RosentHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FascenL. Mr. Winn,

Mr. WinN. What is the relationship between the Conference and
the MBFR? It seems to me that there is quite a bit of overlapping.

Mr. HartmaNn. There is a little bit of overlap. First of all, one of
the agreements that we think was achieved by agreeing to go ahead
with this Conference was an agreemeént on the part of the eastern bloc
states, the Warsaw Pact states, to begin the Mutual Balanced Force
Reduction talks in Vienna. Now since CSCE is a broader conference,
it includes the neutral states; it is not just the Warsaw Pact and
NATO. The neutral countries also felt that they should be discussing
security relationships in Europe. Therefore, there is a portion of the
CSCE conference that deals with trying to build greater confidence -
and to eliminate the sources of tension. %owever, it will not get into




the kind of discussion between the Warsaw Pact and NATO that the
Vienna talks will get into in terms of trying to reduce armaments.
What they have been talking about up to now in CSCE are peripheral
things that tend to help build confidence and reduce tension.

Mgr. WinnN. Such as?

Mr. HartmaN. Such as exchanging observers. That is one that
has already been agreed. This would be on a voluntary basis but it is
thought that if this is possible it will build confidence that these
maneuvers are not going to be the prelude to taking actions against
one side or the other.

The other proposal that has been discussed for a long time is the
actual notification in advance of maneuvers, and here the dispute has
been first of all where the maneuvers take place. If there are mancuvers,
for example, in the western portion of the Soviet Union, should those
be notified to all the participants in this Conference? Should they be
notified only to her neighbors which would be notilying only other
Warsaw Pact states? What size maneuvers should be notified? How
much time should be allowed for the advance notification?

I think the parties are coming closer together at the Conference but
this will be one of the last things to be settled because it is the thing
that is particularly sensitive on the Soviet side. There is a NATO
position in the subject which is strongly backed by the neutrals; it is
to try and allow as much time as possible for advance notification so
that all concerned will be well aware when maneuvers are scheduled ;
to have the numbers of personnel covered rather low so that all major
maneuvers would be notified and to provide notification in an area
covering all of Europe with no boundaries.

Now we think that the Soviet Union will finally accept an area
which includes a part of their western territory but not all of the
European part of the Soviet Union to the Urals. As far as we are con-
cerned, we will notify them of maneuvers in Western Europe all the
way out into the ocean because we are a perfectly open society.
People usually know when our maneuvers are going on in any case, so
we are perfectly happy to include all of Western Europe. We would
hope to include the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries so
as to have notification over all Eastern Europe plus some margin of the
western part of the Soviet Union.

That is all that the CSCE will deal with in terms of military security
affairs whereas the heart of the MBFR talks goes much more seriously
into reductions of forces and kinds of forces, but just between the
participants on the central front.

Mr. WinN. I have attended some of their meetings and met with
the two Soviet Ambassadors over there. Well, for instance, are these
observers strictly military?

Mr. Hartman. It has not been decided. I think it is left to each
state to determine who will observe, but I think it would be a military
observer.

Mr. Winn., Would this type of observation include an advance
notice of & move similar to the one that the Russians made toward
the Mideast and then our calling them on it?

Mr. HarTMAN. Well, you mean in terms of the alert?

Mr. WinN. Yes. :



10

Mr. HarrmaN. Under what we have been .discussing at this Con-
ference, alert ‘measures have not been a subject for advance notifica-
tion. Strictly military maneuvers. . s S .

“Mr. Wiyn. It is my understanding that the Russians did make the
military maneuvers by moving certain divisions. .

Mr. HarrMaN. I think that is right.

‘Mr. Winn. Then we alerted our troops. :

Mr. Hartaman. No. Certainly we had information about both their
movement and their alert procedures through our intelligence sources.
Mr. Winn. That is all I have at the present time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FasceLn. Mr. Derwinski. _

" 'Mr. DErwinskr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

_Mr. Hartman, I have a number of questions, so let me refer specifi-
cally to your statement; I think it will be easiest if we just work off of
that. o :

You made reference on page 2 of your statement to western priori-
ties. You state that the Western and neutral participant states have
been emphasizing improving, not freezing, the status quo. Then you
follow that with the statement: .

For our part, we have approached this Conference on the premise that if détente
is to endure, all sides must benefit.

That is not an effort to disassociate the United States from the
views of the Western and neutrals on the matter of improving rather
then freezing? - - St

Mr. Hartman. No; it is not. It would .certainly be our view that
one way to improve relations is also to have more openness on both
sides, and many of the measures are designed to do that through
encouraging greater exchanges. That is what we mean by not freezing
the situation and not trying to impede the present practice. We want
to see present practice develop and develop in a hopeful way.

Mr. Derwinski. In other words, our participation has: been in
support of those Western and neutral approaches?

Mr. HarTMAN. Yes. :

Mr. DerwinskL. What about your statement on page 3 where you
discuss the status of the results you discuss? Quoting, ‘“‘the emerging
CSCE .documents.” Now what is meant by emerging at this point?

Mr. Hartman. Well, let me tell you a little bit about the process.
Mr. Russell knows more about it than I do, but there are.35 countries
involved and you must achieve agreement of all participants on a text.
What happens is that various texts are submitted to committees. The
committees look them over, and try to narrow the differences. When
they cannot narrow the differences they usually bracket parts of
them. The text will then continue to be circulated with large numbers
of brackets and in some, practically the whole text is bracketed.
The committees continue to go over these texts and try to change the
words until they can achieve agreement by all participants on a text.

When I say ‘“emerging,” that is what I mean; the text is emerging
gradually out of the removal of these brackets. On our side we have
attempted, and I think rather successfully, to hold common positions
among the NATO countries. Indeed, on occasion those positions are
joined by others who are not members of NATO. So it is a little bit
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easier if we are within NATO. We sometimes have a discussion about
what position to take, but at the Conference there is usually one
country that'is designated to speak on each particular topic. Emerging
is literally the process. It is the gradual coming out of what these
texts are finally going to be.

Mr. Derwinskr. In the so-called spirit of seeking a consensus?

Mr. HarTMAN. Seeking a consensus, yes. But all along the NATO
countries have had certain basic principles in their mind, things that
they would either not accept or very much wanted to make sure were
in these documents in order to achieve balance.

Mr. Derwinskl. For example, if you work out language on the
subject of inviolability of frontiers, which is the Soviet phrase, will
there be any official U.S. statement attached to the document or
formal public statement expressing the fact that that phrase “in-
violability of frontiers” does not constitute our recognition of the
illegal Soviet seizure of the Baltic States?

Mr. HartMaN. I am not sure whether we will be making a state-
ment at the Conference but my testimony today is a statement of
the official U.S. Government position. We have said in letters to
various committeés on the Hill what our position is, and if there are
doubts when this language comes out, I am sure, we will find a way to
express our view as to what this language means.

Mr. Fascern. Will the gentleman yield at this point?

Mr. Derwinski. Yes.

Mr. FascerLL. Without objection, there will be included in the record
a letter from Robert J. McCloskey, Assistant Secretary of State for
Congressional Relations, to Dr. Thomas E. Morgan, Chairman of the
Committee on House Concurrent Resolution 11 and other resolutions.
The letter refers to the statement that Mr. Hartman makes.

[The letter follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1975.
Hon. TaomAas E. MORGAN,

Chairman, Commiitee on International Relations,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dgar MR, CrairMAN: The Secretary has asked me to reply to your letter of
February 26 requesting the Department’s comments on H. Con. Res. 3, H. Con.
Res. 11, H. Con. Res. 79, H. Con. Res. 105, H. Con. Res. 111, H. Con. Res. 118,
H. Con. Res. 122, H. Con. Res. 132, H. Con. Res. 140 and H. Con. Res. 149,
expressing the sense of Congress concerning nonrecognition by the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe of the Soviet Union’s annexation of the
Baltic States.

The Department affirms that it remains the policy of the United States not to
recognize the forcible annexation of the Baltic States by the USSR.

The Department of State agrees with the resolutions’ stipulations that the
United States delegation to the Conference should not agree to the recognition
by the Conference of the Soviet Union’s forcible annexation of Estonia, Latvia
and Lithuania. We expect that the Conference will adopt a declaration of principles
which will include respect for “frontier inviolability’’ but in our view this will not
involve recognition of the forcible annexation of the Baltic States. At the same
time, at the initiative of the Western delegations to the Conference, the declaration
of principles will include specific references to the possibility of peaceful border
changes, to self-determination, and to respect for human rights.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that from the standpoint of the
Adminisspratioix’s program there is no objection to the submission of this report.

incerely,
Roserr J. McCroskey,
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.
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Mr. Derwinsk1. My concern is that it is perfectly understandable
for the Départment of State to be communicating with congressional
committees' and Members of Congress, but it seems to me that of
necessity these should be followed up with a statement either at the
Conference or one distributed ‘throughout the diplomatic community
making it clear the reservation of the United States as to that phrase
or any other questionable phrase in the final document. ‘

Mr. HartyaN. The other thing that I think I ought to point out
is the status of these documents. We are very anxious not to-give the
impression, because it is certainly not our intent nor the intent of
any of the other Western. Powers, that these documents have some
kind of legal standing which they do not have. These are declarations
of intent. I admit they have political weight but they are not and
should not be treated as legally binding documents. -

~ Mr. DerwinskI. Let me raise a question that refers to another
delicate matter—this is the basket 1 agenda item. There is a subject
‘“nonintervention in internal affairs.” I assume to the Soviet Union
this means that something like the Jackson-Vanik amendment is an
interference in internal affairs. Again I am assuming—since this is
not a formal peace treaty and it would not be submitted to the Senate
for ratification—that obviously there must be some statement to be
made either as part of the discussion or as a full communication to
our allies and to-the Eastern Powers that this obviously does not
constitute any position by the State Department favoring the Soviet
interpretation of the position as opposed to the act passed by Congress.

Mr. HartmaN. Absolutely. We have made very clear, for example,
not only under the first item on the agenda but in our discussion of
the economic portions under agenda item 2 that while the wish is
expressed that trade be conducted on a most-favored-nation basis,
there is nothing that commits us to move by any other way of im-
plementation than by our Trade Act.

Mr. Derwinskl. In the letter Chairman Fascell placed in the
record there was a reference to self-determination of peoples and now
again this is a positive position that we take.

Mr. HarTman. Right. .

Mr. DerwinskI. Is it contemplated that again by a proper and
timely public statement that we would place emphasis on this question
of self-determination of peoples and that this obviously ought to
relate to the Baltic states and the other peoples within the USSR, who
as far as we are concerned, are deprived of their rights of self-
determination?

Mr. HarTmaN. There are some obvious disadvantages in playing
up certain principles which the Soviet Union can itself make uni-
lateral statements about, but as you point out there are things in
here with respect, for example, to self-determination which are very
valuable and weighty on our side, and things that we ought to con-
tinue to say, and things that we will point to in the future. If we
have had a difference of view between ourselves and the Europeans,
I think it has probably been that the Europeans have thought it
valuable to repeat many of these principles, to repeat many of the
things that we have said in past declarations of human rights and to
hold this up as a standard to which we are now going to look for
compliance and deeds.
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We, too, have thought that this was useful, but I think we have felt
that the final result of this Conference would perhaps be less ambitious
than some of the European statesmen have thought. Now, as they get
closer to the final stages of this Conference, many of our European
friends are lowering their sights a bit as to how much they think they
are going o be able to get 1n these documents.

Mr. Derwinski. Western European?

Mr. Hartvan. Western European friends.

hMr. Derwinskr. If I may, Mr. Chairman, ask one other question
then.

One of the things the Western Powers, and I presume the neutral
countries of Europe will stress, is the point of family reunification.

Mr. HarrmaN. That is correct.

Mr. Derwinskr. Here, the great stumbling block has been the
policies of a few Eastern European countries that has not permitted
the free flow of people that this envisions. What progress can we
achieve beyond just language?

Mr. Harrman. Well, to be sure, there is going to be language. It will
not have a legally binding effect, but we think in the text that has been
put forward and almost agreed to at this point that we can now see
what its final shape will be. Thanks, I must say, to the really very
good work by the Canadians and Germans who pursued this particular
topic very vigorously. We have a text which provides some standards,
provides some specific details of what it means to take action in the
field of family reunification.

Now to be sure, it is not a legally binding text but it is another kind
of public standard that we can point to and say, “Hey, what about
this case; you are not living up to this.”

Mr. Derwinskl. What about the Soviet policy which we, the Mem-
bers of Congress, have struggled with on behalf of constituents, and
that is when one of our constituents marries a Soviet national they
have been unusually uncooperative? '

Mr. Hartyan. We have many cases.

Mr. Derwinskr I am being diplomatic when I say that; they have
been down right ornery. What about that?

Mr. HarrmaN. There is a separate text on assisting and keeping
united married people from different states. Again it will' be an
encouragement, it will be a kind of public admonition that this sort
of thing ought to be encouraged and that governments ought to take
steps to allow these marriages to go forward and allow parties to choose
where they are going to live.

Mr. Derwinski. Mr. Chairman, may I just return to one point.

Do I understand then, Mr. Hartman, that notwithstanding any
interpretation that the Soviets might give to the final language and
assuming that perhaps we could induce the State Department to issue
a proper public statement as part of the concluding phase of the Con-
ference that it does and will continue to remain the policy of the
United States not to recognize the incorporation of the Baltic states
into the U.S.8.R.?

Mr. Harrman. That is correct.

Mr. Derwinskr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fascern. Mr. Buchanan.

53-968-—T75
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Mr. Bucaanaw. I note in your statement, pursuing the discussion
of the gentleman from Illinois, you indicated that you had officially
answered correspondence from Members of Congress to this effect.
You are here now making a public statement to this effect?

Mr. Harraan. That is correct.

Mr. Bucranan. And we will do so at the Conference itself?

Mr. Hartyan. No, I did not say what we would do at the Con-
ference itself. I said that we have made this an official position of ours.
The delegations have not yet registered in the record of the Conference
their interpretations because we don’t have final texts on these docu-
ments. I rather doubt that in the final stages each country will get
up and give its own interpretation of every decision that the Conference
is taking. However, there will be opportunities in the course of either
the acceptance of the final documents or statements that we would put
out at the time we accepted the documents for making our position
clear on those things where there could be any doubt as to what our
position is.

Myr. Bucuanan. Well, of course I know it was the Soviets who
pressed for this thing through the years as your statement indicates
and to some extent it appears to me that they have been caught in
the trap of their own hypocrisy. Once it got started the Europeans
especially seem to have made 1t a painful experience for the Soviets
rather than a happy one. I am very happy that that is the case but
I am a little concerned about this basket 1 list of principles and the
inclusion therein of nonintervention in internal affairs especially per-
taining to what that might be interpreted as including even though
it may not be binding in the very important matters such as improved
communication, freer travel, emigration policies, human rights within
countries and so forth.

Mr. Harruan. Right. -

Mr. Bucaanan. We are in a position for all the world to see the
policies of the United States and Western Europe and for that to be
a continuing pressure on the Soviet Union and those societies that are
more closed.

Mr. Harrian. Yes. :

Mr. Bucaanax. Now on this nonintervention, can that be inter-
preted as including Voice of America?

Mr. Harmuan. No. :

Mr. Bucranan., And other such activities?

Mr. Harmiian. No.

Mr. Bucaa~ax. British Broadcasting?

Mr. Hartman. No. We are specifically dealing with the question
of radios. That is one of the questions that is still outstanding—
trying to get a commitment in writing that there will be no further
_jamming.

From our point of view the purpose of all of these documents is to
achieve.a further opening up. It is really on the basis of that process
taking place that people are going to have increasing confidence that
something is not going on that they don’t like or that the societies
are not continuing to exercise a repression that people can’t find out
about on the outside. We recognize that all of this is not going to
happen overnight. There are basic differences that have existed for
years between us and between our systems but there are things that
we can do in accepting some of these documents and talking more
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about these things publicly and getting people to travel more back
and forth that over a period of time can lead to a loosening up of the
societies in Eastern Europe and indeed in the Soviet Union.

Now this is not a panaces, we don’t want to overexaggerate the
results that we think can flow from this. I think in Europe there has
been a tendency to think that somehow or other this Conference was
going to result in major changes overnight. I think they are much
more realistic today about that. At the same time these are useful
things to say. They do not undercut the more comprehensive state-
ments that have already been made on such things as the U.N.
Declaration on Human Rights but they tend to supplement them, to
make more specific the things that are particularly concerned in rela-
tions between the Eastern Kuropean and Soviet Union and Western
European and United States relationships—things that are evident in
our day-to-day relations.

We mentioned marriage problems. There is not a week that goes by
where I don’t have a letter from a family or an individual in the
United States who has run into difficulties either with marriage or
family reunification problems. This is also true in Europe. These
things are gradually being negotiated, and some of them in fact are
now getting settled without Government intervention which is a hope-
ful sign. It 1s going to take time before we achieve the kind of relation-
ship—and we don’t know that we will ever achieve it—that we have
among the Western European countries, where this kind of thing is
not a problem. But we think that, marginally, these statements and
{;)hehat],t(}n?ion that is focused by this Conference on these problems, will

e helpful.

Mr.pBUCHANAN. Well, I must say, Mr. Hartman, thus far this has
seemed a more positive than negative experience, and I am sure our
team is a significant part of that.

Mr. HarTman. Quite frankly, T think if some of those who suggested
this Conference 20-odd years ago were formulating their plans today
they probably would not have suggested this kind of conference be-
cause it has really devoted a tremendous amount of public attention to
therr;es which I don’t think they are all that anxious to have publicly
aired.

Mr. Bucuanan. One footnote, Mr. Chairman, I was in Europe the
spring before the Czechoslovakian incident and at that point all the
Europeans were saying that the differences between North and South
were greater than the differences between East and West, and what
we needed to do was to disarm and join hands in doing something
about the developing world, which I think is a great idea, if you can
get it done. There was at that point a feeling of great euphoria about
the détente that then existed; but then came Czechoslovakia. So it
does seem to me that there is a bit of a European habit of being a
little overoptimistic about it.

Mr. Harrman. Well, it is particularly difficult, I think, when you
move away from confrontation with a clear ideological split and
military security tensions to a situation which is much more difficult
to handle both diplomatically and publicly—of trying to decrease
tension while yet quite different systems oppose each other with the
potential for conflict still there. How do you keep people interested in
maintaining defense? Because without adequate defense there is no
way to pursue a détente policy, there is no incentive at all for a
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negotiation that might lead to a mutually satisfactory reduction of
force on.both sides. . '

This is something I think our NATO heads of government are going
to have to address their attention to when they get together at the
end of this month. How do you maintain the support for the essential
security policies in the alliance at a time when you are encouraging
people to believe, and we believe ourselves, that a process of relaxation
of tensions between East and West.is possible, but only based on the
maintenance of strength? We will need your help.

Mr. Bucunanan. 1 like that kind of talk.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :

Mr. FascerL. Mr. -Hartman, obviously we see the Conference
as a part of the process of opening. up. But what is it the Russians
want?

Mr. Harraan. I think that they are looking for their original objec-
tive. Since they could not get an official peace conference and peace
treaty which would in effect write into international law the status quo
in Europe, they wanted a conference which at least would give some
impression in that respect. Over the years we have conditioned our
participation in this process in two ways: (1) by trying to get agreement
on some of the real problems, like Berlin, out of the way, and (2) to get:
them to engage seriously with us in a discussion of problems that we

* thought would genuinely lead to a reduction in tension—for example,

an agreement. to begin talks on mutual balanced force reductions in
Vienna—and: generally to promise a dialog which we think has im-
portant conditioning effects on general behavior.

It you are looking forward to a conference with 34 other countries
for a discussion of all these topics, you don’t want to put yourself in
the position where people would say you are acting in an inconsistent
fashion to the development of that kind of dialog and discussion.

We think that the kinds of statements that are being made, the lack
of any legally binding character in these documents, offers a series of
undertakings and policy statements by governments that point toward
an improvement and a possibility of opening up on some of these
issues which we think will be helpful in furthering our goals. Now
obviously from the Soviet point of view they do have .certain ad-
vantages. They are able to interpret, if they wish, a.straight statement
that frontiers should be inviolable without mentioning the fact that
in another principle we have, with some effort, placed a reference to
the possibihity for peaceful change of borders.

There is no sure way of avoiding that kind of a differing interpreta-
tion, but publicly I think we have gotten and we will get documents
Whi]ch can be well supported publicly and which will serve our policy
goals. .

Mr. Fascern. Where does the principle of peaceful border change
appear? ' . ‘

Mr. Hartvan. It will appear in the principle of sovereignty. One
of the attributes of sovereignty is that borders may be changed by
peaceful means and by agreement. This is a negotiation in which, in
order to be able to offset the argument that inviolability is the only
principle, we were instrumental in getting that provision accepted ancd
n getting it put into the sovereignty principle. We.did this also very
much at the behest of the German Government where this is, of course,




a very touchy issue because we have all agreed on the Western side
that the final status of Germany and Berlin will be determined only
when there is a peace conference. ‘

Mr. FasceiL. Aren’t both of those principles regarded as norms in
international law now?

Mr. Harrman, Well, I would certainly hope so, but it can stand
repeating.

Mr. Fascern. So the accomplishment would be a restatement of
principles?

Mr. Harrman. It is a restatement of principles.

Mr. FasceLLn. Agreed to by consensus?

Mr. Hartman. That is correct; with a lot of other things and
particularly in the third agenda item. ‘

Mr. Fascern. Is MBEFR the carrot for the continuation of CSCE?

Mr. Harrman., Well, I don’t know. You mean for a followup
institutional process in the CSCE?

Mr. Fascerr. Whatever. :

Mr. Harrman. I think the MBFR has got to have a character of
its own. In other words, unless there is a balance of interests on the
part of the participating states in the negotiations in Vienna to reduce
forces on the central front, you won’t have a satisfactory result. As
for the link between the CSCE and MBFR, we felt in our minds,
that as went into a conference we were not all that enthusiastic about
a linkage.We thought something else more serious should be going on
in the security area, trying to deal with the central security problems
in reducing tensions in KEurope. .

The MBFR Conference began but it has not achieved results as
vet. One reason we think it has moved so slowly is that the Soviet,
Union and the Warsaw Pact countries were very anxious to see
whether or not there was going to be any result in the CSCE. Now
that they see that there will be a result; this will enable them at least
to claim that they have had this European-wide conference, to which
they really attach a tremendous amount of importance. It is going to
be quite a gathering, 35 heads of government getting together in Hel-
sinki to say that there ought to be a new set of relationships among
the European states. Once the Soviets see that that has happened,
we think that there are other reasons why they should be interested in
pursuing the Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction talks in Vienna
and that we will begin to see some progress in that area.

Mr. FasceuL, Is MBFR in recess now?

Mr. HarrmaN. At the moment it is in recess but it will pick up
again I think next month or the end of this month.

© Mr. Winn. Mr. Resor.

Mr. Harruan. I think he is going to testify sometime this week.

Mr. FasceLL. You say that a precondition to going-into the CSCE
was the resolution of the Berlin problem. How was that resolved?

Mr. Hartman. Well, we stated on a number of occasions in NATO
communiques and in public statements of our leaders that we would
not move forward to accept a European Conference on Security and

"Cooperation until there had been a satisfactory resolution and agree-
ment on Berlin.and on the negotiations between the Federal Republic
and the German Democratic Republic. These negotiations had been
going on for some time. By 1971 they were concluded and imple-
mented in the following year. So it was at that fpoint that we said,



18

all right, now we are prepared to go and have a meeting on Europenn
security and cooperation.

Mr. FasceuL. Is there unrestricted travel to and from Berlin now?

Mr. Harraan. Yes. We think the agreements in fact have but-
tressed our rights there and have made quite clear certain things
that were fuzzy or had caused some difficulty over the years on the
original Berlin agreements in the postwar period. We think that this
has led to greater stability there. There have not been any serious
incidents or buildup of tension in the area. Procedures are established
for settling any disputes about the terms of the agreement..

We think that this was a really important step in this whole process
because the ‘area’of most tension  was Berlin; the area.of most dis-
agreement was between the Federal Repubhc and German Demo-
cratic Republic because of the fundamental differences they have
whether there will be unification and whether there will be a future
German state. Therefore, before you .got to a broader process of
easing tensions throuuhout Europe, you had to deal with those prob-
lems. In fact, we think that they have been dealt with, that relation-
ships. have been building up betweén the Federal. Repubhc and the
German Democratic Repubhc We: waited until after this process
had been complete before recognizing the German Democratic
Republic, which we have now done, so those things were really gotten
out-of the way. before:we got to this Conference.

Mr. FasceuL. For 30 years now. there has been no peace treaty
and one could reasonably conclude that there Wlll be fmothex 30 years
without a peace treaty. . , .

Mr. Hartman. That. could be. -

- Mr. FasceLn. One could therefore conclude that a peace tleaty
is not needed from the Russian point of view and that the negotation
agreement.on a set-of pnnuples satisfactory to the Soviet bloc Would
be all that is required.

In our effort to achieve our objectives in terms of opemnv up socxetle>
and a restatement of humanitarian principles it would seem .to me
that the restatement.of those pr1nc1ples wlule desirable, is-really
not an action program.

. What . specific action, if any, would we mterplet as an- acceptfmce
of the principles: for. ‘which ail the Western and neutrals have been
working for? - - i

Mr. Hartman., Well, it seems to me that once the agreements of
this Conference have been completed, we have to continue to do some
of the things that we have been domg bilaterally. Perhaps we can
encourage some multilateral approaches in these fields but the ex-
. changes that have been going on should continue—the cultural and
the scientific exchanges, the greater amount of tourism, the greater
amount of exchange of information, as a way of begmmng to-change
the character of the societies—I mean we have open societies on our
side; everything is freely accessible, people know what is going on.

We think that there is' some progress in this area—people are
moving around more, there are some agreements that are taking place
that have been negotmt,ed for a movement of people. We are not the-
only ones, for example, who have been talking to the Eastern European
countries and the Soviet Union about emigration problems. The
Germans have, for example, some talks going on with several countries
in Eastern Europe about ex-German nationals emigrating,
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All of these actions at least keep a focus of public attention on the
problem and that is the way you bring about improvements, not by
refusing to discuss problems but by gradually just making it more of
a normal situation to have greater exchanges. These things are not
brought up constantly as political confrontations, because when they
are brought up as political confrontations it is our feeling that that
just closes up the possibility of making progress.

Mr. FasceLr. What does constitute the termination of stage II
and when do we expect that?

Mr. HarT™MAN. Agreement on these texts. That could come about
as early as mid-June. The Finns have told us it will take them about
6 weeks to get prepared for a meeting at stage ITI which would be the
meeting: : C

Mr. FascELn. That would lead to the initial steps of stage TI1?

Mr. Hartvan. Well, stage IIT will be just a day or two of approv-
ing these documents and making speeches. ‘

Mr. Fascern. At the highest level?

Mr. Harrman. At the highest level if that is the final agreement.
As I say, no Western country has yet absolutely said they will send
their head of government. They have all conditioned their statements,
but my expectation is that it will be.

Mr. FasceLL. When a satisfactory conclusion of stage II or con-
sensus has been reached, then a decision will be reached as to how stage
IIT will be set? :

Mr. HarrMaN, Well, it is decided that the meeting will be in
Helsinki and it is just a question of how long it will take to get
organized, :

r. FasceLL. But it has not yet been decided how high up the
level will be? '

Mr. HarTMan. Not firmly, but the expectation is running toward
heads of government. '

Mr. FasceLL. What do the westerners and neutrals expect? Once
the Soviet bloc claims a political victory and they do that for a rea-
sonable length of time, then after that dies off, what next?

Mr. HarTmaN. Well, each side will present obviously what it
thinks it got out of the Conference.

Mr. Fascern. I am not talking about that. j

Mr. Hartman. Even at the Conference people say things.

Mr. FasceLn. I am talking about the conclusion of stage III.
We have a difference of opinion as to where we go next.

Mr. Hartman. Right. Well, there is a genuine difference of opinion.
as to whether or not it is to our advantage to have a permanent
committee. established which constantly reviews the operation of
these resolutions. Some people would say from our point of view that
maybe it is a good idea to have a permanent committee there; then you
could be constantly bringing up these cases and say you are not living
up to some of these things that you have already agreed to,for example,
in the third basket.

The original position, was not to have a followup mechanism and
institutionalize 1t. There was a feeling on our part and our allies that.
that could give the Soviet Union an opportunity to kibitz and make
a lot of suggestions about the operation of our alliance, particularly
if they have some means by these declarations to talk about security
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matters and that somehow or other it would give them more of an
opportunity to intervene in the public discussion process in the West.

Now some people may have changed their minds about that but
we are still in the same position we were 2 years ago; namely, a
reluctance on the part of the West to have an institutionalized mech-
anism and a proposal by the East to have one. I am not sure that is
still the position on both sides.

Mr. Fascerr. You may be worse by the time you get through w1th
stage 111

Mr. Harrvay. That is right.

Mr. FasceLn. But it seems reasonable that you would at least want
a measure of Soviet actions or Eastern bloc actions after the culmina-
tion of stage III to see how they handled it and to get some measure
of where they are going in terms of propaganda and political effort.

Mr, Hartman. That is right.

Mr, Fascern. Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Derwinski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It seems then that the area where there may be varying or con-
flicting interpretations will revolve around a number of items under
basket 1 and basket 3. :

Mr. Harrman. I think that is probably true, ves.

Mr. Derwingkr. We keep discussing blocs, neutral country blocs,
Western blocs, Eastern blocs. What has been the pattern of per form-
ance of Albania at this conference?

Mr. HarTman. Albania is the one European country that is not
there. :

Mr. DerwiNskL T hey have not attended?

Mr. HarTvaN. That 1s the only one. :

Mr. Derwinski. What about Yugoslavm, have t;hev sho“n any
deviation from the Eastern bloc?

Mz, Hartman. Absolutely. They have and they have made. it
quite clear throughout the Conference that they are acting independ-
ently, that they do.not follow either bloc; if anything, that they.have
their own views and they are going to express them. They have been
responsible in several cases for kev proposals that have been made
and indeed the final complomlse proposals when that has been
necessary.

They have been cquite clearly taklng an independent poswlon

Mr. DErwinski. What about Romania?: :

Mr. HarTvan. To a certain extent. :

Mr. Derwinskl. Much more limited than luaoslavwf?

STATEMENT OF HAROLD S. RUSSELL, OFFICE DIRECTOR, EUROPEAN
AFFAIRS LEGAL ADVISER S OFFICE

Mr. RUSDELL I would say so; ‘more outgpoken. '

Mr. Harraan. Well, Hal has been there but I don’ t hke to charac-
terize it, frankly.

Mr. Derwinski. -What about our allies, have imy of ‘them been
unusually outspoken on any of these issues we have expressed concern
about during this morning—for. e\{ample the questlon of the frontier
and the “1nv1olab111ty of frontlers phrase? :
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Mr. HartmaN. The “inviolability of frontiers’” phrase has been one
of greater sensitivity to the Germans as far as participants are con-
cerned. They, therefore, took the lead in discussing this and finally
came up with the suggestion that we modify the inviolability principle
with the clause on peaceful change. After they had come up with the
principle, they then asked us to be instrumental in its negotiation
with the Soviet Union which we were. That was one of the key com-
promises that led to any of us thinking that this Conference was going
to end—because without some reference to the peaceful change
princiﬁ)le I doubt very much that our Western European friends, and

ossibly even ourselves, would have been willing to go to a final con-
erence, if all that was left was the straight declaration of the invio-
lability of frontiers.

Mr. Derwinskr. 1 find it difficult to put great credence in a state-
ment that whén you get to basket 1 and you resolve language that
calls for freedom of religion when a participating state has as its basic
constitutional structure that of atheism. If)[-Iow do you reconcile the
official atheism of the Soviet Union with language calling for freedom
of religion? :

Mr. HartmaN. All T can say is that these are statements of intent.
Statements—if you call them statements—of policy. As we see evidence
that they. are not adhering to these policies, then we say, “All right,
you signed this document. You came here with 34 other countries and
agreed to this. Why are you not applying it?”’ It is a public standard, it
is not a legal obligation.

Mr: Derwinskl. What about the subject of equal rights and self-
determination, how would that be applied in the positive or at least
how would we publicly emphasize our concern over such things as
Russification of the Baltic states, deliberate movement of Russian
settlers into the Baltic states and forced movement of the Baltic
peoples out? The same thing could occur in Soviet Armenia or the
Ukraine, and other sections of the Soviet Union. How does that enter
into our interpretation? .

Mr. Hartman. Well, the principle of self-determination has been
reiterated, and one of the reasons for our not accepting what has
happened there is that self-determination did not take place. That
has been our position right straight through since this occurred. I am
sure we will continue to say these things afterward, and our feeling is
that, again marginally, having this in an agreed statement of prin-
ciples is another argument we will be using to say that this is some-
thing that should happen.

Mg". Derwinskr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FasceLn. It seems to me that nll statements of principles are
an opportunity for both parties to say exactly where they are on
important issues and how they hope to move forward on those issues
provided they h